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Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Prof. Bordan advised that Dr. O'Brien would be delayed in getting to the 
meeting and he had asked Prof. Bordan to chair the meeting until he arrived. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RIPSTEIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BHATNAGAR, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 
OCTOBER 6, 1978, BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
Prof. Bordan suggested that in Dr. O'Brien's absence it might be 
appropriate to skip item III, Chairman's Remarks and item IV, Question 


Period. Senate agreed with his suggestion. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dean Swamy announced that Dr. C.K. Kwok, Mechanical Engineering, 
had received a strategic grant from the Natural Sciences and Engineering 
Research Council in the amount of forty, thousand dollars per year for three 
years. 


Dr. Wall reported on behalf of the Senate Committee on Small Units that the 
name of the public affairs "college" which was approved at the September 
22, 1978, Senate meeting was "The School of Community and Public 
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Affairs/Ecole des affaires publique et communautaire". The name would be 
presented to the Board of Governors. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented the Report from U.C.C.C. on curriculum matters 
arising out of the Senate meeting of October 6, 1978 (DOC-US-78-13-D5). 
The Report was being tabled for information. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY MR. L.A. 
MCLAUGHLIN, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF MR. R. CANNON 
AND MR. P. SASKIN TO THE STEERING COMKITTTEE, AND 
PROF. J. HILL TO THE FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND 
AWARDS COMMITTEE (DOC-US-78-13-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Conditions in the Vanier Library 


Dr. Wall presented and explained the resolution from the Arts and Science 
Faculty concerning working conditions for both faculty and students in the 
Vanier Library (DOC-US-78-13-D2). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. TITTLER, 
THAT SENATE TAKE THE MATTER OF THE WORKING 
CONDITIONS FOR FACULTY AND STUDENTS IN THE VANIER 
LIBRARY UNDER ITS CONCERN AND REQUEST THAT THE 
VICE-RECTOR, ADMINISTRATION, AND THE DIRECTOR OF 
LIBRARIES, REPORT TO SENATE ON THE DEVELOPMENTS IN 
THAT AREA, AND WHAT STEPS COULD BE TAKEN TO IMPROVE 
THE WORKING CONDITIONS FOR FACULTY AND STUDENTS 
DURING THE SUMMER. 


It was explained that in effect the motion was to refer the question to the two 
officers named and that they would report back to Senate on the matter. 


It was suggested that a date be included in the motion and it was 
recommended that the date should be the next meeting of Senate. It was also 
suggested that the item be placed first on the agenda. 


With respect to the position of the item on the agenda for the next meeting, it 
was suggested that issue be taken up by Steering Committee. 


The mover and seconder agreed to include the phrase "AT THE NEXT 
MEETING" in the motion. 


It was stated that if it should happen that outside consultants would have to 
be called in, it may not be possible for the Vice-Rector, Administration and 
the Director of Libraries to report back to Senate by the next meeting. 
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It was suggested if that should happen, the report could simply be that there 
was no report. 


It was also emphasized that Senate could only request that a report be 
presented. 


- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, VAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Liberal Arts College Curriculum 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY MR. SASKIN, THAT 
THE CURRICULUM PROPOSALS FOR THE LIBERAL ARTS 
COLLEGE (PAGES 7 TO 14), DOCUMENT US-78-13-D3), BE 
APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from U.C.C.C. on the 
proposed Liberal Arts College curriculum (DOC-US-78-13-D4). With 
respect to the last sentence in item C.5, page 3, of document US-78-13-D4, 
he advised that it has been brought to his attention that the Committee might 
have overstepped its mandate. He explained that it was the function of 
U.C.C.C. to flag resource implications but not necessarily to suggest how 
they might be met and it might well be that the statement in question was 
presumptuous on the part of the Committee, in which case it could be noted 
that perhaps U.C.C.C. went beyond its mandate in stating that "The Faculty 
of Arts and Science has presumably taken account of the possible need to 
find within its budget these additional resources.11 


With respect to the curriculum proposals themselves, Prof. Whitelaw drew 
Senate's attention to two areas of concern being raised by U.C.C.C. The 
first was with the proposed Major in Liberal Arts, which was referred to in 
item C.3, page 2, document US-78-13-D4, and the second had to do with 
the matter of the language requirements, as noted in item C.6, page 3, 
document US-78-13-D4. 


Prof. F. Krantz, Principal, Liberal Arts College, reminded Senate that the 
proposal for a Liberal Arts College had been approved in principle last 
Spring by Senate and the Board of Governors. The implied requirements of 
that "in principle" approval were that the proposed new core courses be 
vetted through the normal curriculum channels of the University, including 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council, and secondly, to meet with the 
chairmen of departments and programmes to ensure cooperation between 
the College and departments and to ensure the feasibility of combining the 
core with departmental programmes. Both of these requirements have now 
been met. 


He explained that he has met with the department chairmen in Divisions I, II 
and III, Faculty of Arts and Science, with the Deans in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science, and with the Deans of other Faculties. He stated that the 
necessary cooperation exists and indeed, the excellent response on the part 


of departments and other Faculties to the College, which he had hoped for, 
has been very heartening. 


With respect to the concern raised by U.C.C.C. over the proposed Liberal 
Arts Major, Prof. Krantz explained that the Major was not seen as a primary 
programme. The primary programme of the College was the combination of 
the core curriculum with an honours or major programme in a University 
department. Liberal Arts Major exists in order to service a much smaller 
number of students who might wish, for a number of reasons, to work 
within the core and combine it with a sub-programme outside the College. It 
was found that there was some utility to this and it was included in the 
dossier which was submitted to and discussed by the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council. 


He advised that the Liberal Arts Major was a subordinate part of the 
College's programme, and he also pointed out that the admission 
requirement to the College was raised to a "B" average or equivalent and 
that therefore admission into the College Major was the same as admission 
into a College-administered Honours programme. As such, he would not 
say that the Liberal Arts College Major programme was marginal, rather it 
was secondary to the primary dimension of the College which was to attract 
new students to Concordia University and through the College core 
curriculum to Concordia's departmental Major and Honours programmes. 


Prof. Krantz further advised it was assumed that the admission procedures 
were that a student must first be admitted to the University and then 
admitted to the Liberal Arts College, so that a student could not be admitted 
to the College without having first been admitted to the University. This 
was reflected in the admission forms that have been developed, not only for 
admission to the Liberal Arts College, but for other "colleges" as well. 


With respect to the proposed Integrative Seminar - LBCL C490, Prof. 
Krantz explained that students admitted to the Liberal Arts Major 
programme would take that Seminar as the crowning point of their work in 
the College. However, while such students would be required to write a 
series of seminar papers, they would probably not write the year-long 
research paper, which in most cases it was hoped, could be related to a 
student's Honours thesis in a department. 


Concerning the language requirements, Prof. Krantz explained that there 
was an entry requirement in English composition and in a second language, 
normally French. Also, the College wished to have some flexibility in that 
there would be an interview dimension to the admission procedure. He 
explained that if a promising student does not do well on the language test 
administered by the College, the College would want to be able to admit that 
student and to have that student do make up working writing skills. This 
would be picked up in the College programme because the core courses 
themselves would be given on a seminar basis and each core course would 
stress a good deal of writing. 


Similarly, the College would hope to ascertain upon admission the language 
skill, defined as reading knowledge, of the students. If a student was unable 
to meet the entrance requirement and the College wished to admit him or 
her, the College would ensure that that language skill would be acquired 
within the first two years of the programme. 


Prof. Krantz emphasized that the Liberal Arts College did not wish to have a 
monolithic requirement which would in fact prevent the College from 
accepting very promising students. Also, he stated that the questions raised 
by U.C.C.C. were problems of mechanics rather than principle, and he. felt 
that the College had these under control. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that what U.C.C.C. would like to see was a written 
outline on the two questions raised (items C.3 and C.6, document 
US-78-13-D4), along the lines of the comments just made by Prof. Krantz. 
He stated that the proposed programme posed a series of very minor 
problems which, unless looked after, would result in a lot of unnecessary 
extra work for many people. Also, things which were pedagogically 
excellent may turn out to be non-administrable or administrable only with 
great difficulty by, for example, the Registrar's Office or the Admissions 
Office, and it was necessary, therefore, that these things be made very clear. 


Concerning the programme or graduation requirement of competence in 
English and in a second language, Prof. Whitelaw wondered what would 
happen to the student who, at the point of graduation, had not acquired that 
competence. He felt that there were some Senators present who were 
familiar with similar problems which have arisen in the past and it was 
because of such things that U.C.C.C. was stressing the need for certain 
mechanisms, which were perhaps more important than they, might appear 
to be. 


Dr. Wall stated that admissions questions had been dealt with at some length 
with the Admissions Office and a procedure for admission to the Simone de 
Beauvoir Institute and the Centre for Mature Students had been worked out. 
He reminded Senate that it had not insisted that the Simone de Beauvoir 
Institute and the Centre for Mature Students elaborate their admissions 
procedures before admitting students into those programmes. Rather, those 
procedures were negotiated individually with the Admissions Office. 
Essentially the procedure that has been worked out was that a student first 
applies to the University, and once admitted, the dossier for that student 
indicating the particular Division IV unit to which he or she was applying, 
was sent to that Division IV unit for consideration by its admissions 
committee. He stated that that procedure had worked and was working 
now, and therefore, insofar as he was concerned, he did not see any 
problems with admissions. 


Concerning the language requirement, Dr. Wall argued that that should 
really be a matter of administration within the College. If the College 
decided that a student must meet that requirement before graduation, then 
the College may very well enforce that requirement and the student would 
therefore not graduate in the College. However, the requirement did not 


deny a student the opportunity to graduate from the University and therefore 
the question should not have to face Senate. He emphasized that the 
objective of including that requirement in the document was that students 
would know that they would be required to use a second language in their 
own work. If a student could not use a second language in the process of 
taking the courses in the College, that student would simply not complete 
the courses in the College in which case, again, we would not be faced with 
that question. 


He reiterated that the question of the problem of admissions was being 
resolved by negotiations between the Faculty and the Admissions Office and 
the question of the language requirement would be resolved by the actual 
practices of the College through its operation. 


It was stated that if the Liberal Arts Major was available only to students 
within the College, it could be called the 11core curriculum" rather than a 
Major and it need not be identified as an entity unto itself. In that case the 
admission problem does not arise. However, it was indicated in the 
document that for some students the core curriculum would be designated as 
a Major and as such, it would have to go into the Acceuil document, with 
some kind of an admissions profile which would have to be worked out. 
While this was a technical detail, it was not something that could be 
resolved simply through discussions between the College and the 
Admissions Office. Rather, this was something that went beyond what was 
in the other "small units", which would have to be looked at by U.C.C.C. 


With respect to the language requirement, it was suggested that if it should 
happen that a student did not meet the second language requirement and 
consequently was not accepted into the College, the second language 
requirement would have to be viewed as a kind of hidden requirement. 
While it would be difficult to find the appropriate phraseology to cover that 
situation, it would nonetheless have to be clarified for publication in the 
Calendar, brochures, Acceuil, etc. 


Concerning the issue of an admission profile, Dr. Wall advised that he has 
sat on Senate for a good number of years and he has seen many 
programmes approved, including Majors, without that question ever having 
been asked. It was his assumption that there were mechanisms within the 
University for doing this without having to debate it at Senate. Insofar as 
the language requirement was concerned, he advised that he regarded this as 
being similar to the requirements placed on programmes where there were 
enrolment quotas. 


Also, there were programmes within the University where students had to 
present a portfolio in order to be admitted to a particular programme and in 
that kind of procedure a judgment would have to be made by the people 
evaluating that portfolio. One of the things that the Liberal Arts College was 
going to require was that students be able to use a second language in their 
reading within the College work and a judgment would have to be made by 
the people in the College involved with interviewing and admitting students, 
as to whether or not they think the students have that competence. 


If the value judgment was that a student did not meet that requirement, the 
student could be advised that although not admissable to the College, he or 
she was not being denied admission to the University and could go to any 
programme within the University willing to admit him or her. However, it 
might be decided that although the student did rot meet that requirement, in 
the judgment of the interviewer the student was bright enough to be 
admitted to the programme and acquire that language ability on his/her own. 


Dr. Wall felt that this was a simple procedure and one that did not require 
elaborate description in the Calendar, and in fact, it would be less than 
useful to describe it in the Calendar. He emphasized that it was not an 
admissions requirement, in the sense that it was not a requirement that was 
put on top of a student coming into Concordia. Rather, it was an evaluative 
judgment made by a quota programme as to whether or not a student was 
competent to handle that particular programme. 


Prof. Bordan explained that the University was obligated, both technically 
and ethically, to state in Acceuil, what the hidden conditions for admission 
were, if indeed there were any. If a portfolio was a sine qua non for 
admission, the student must know in advance that admission would depend 
on an evaluation of a portfolio. Similarly, the point was being made that if 
competence in a second language was a condition for admission, then we 
must so state. 


Dr. Wall emphasized that the second language requirement was not hidden. 
The College has said all along that a student would normally be expected to 
handle a second language, and the College was perfectly willing to say that 
in any promotional brochure and in the Calendar. Consequently he did not 
understand what the problem was. 


It was explained that the question that was Being asked was, do we list in 
Accueil, along with the profile (which could be "zero" profile), and the 
interview, that some knowledge of a second language was required. 


Prof. Krantz advised that it was clearly stated in the description that would 
appear in the Calendar that competence in English composition and in a 
second language, normally French, was expected of students in the Liberal 
Arts College, and in that sense it was an admission requirement. However, 
that requirement could be waived, contingent upon subsequent 
performance, as was done in Graduate programmes. Also, he agreed that it 
should be indicated in Accueil, because it was clearly indicated in the 
programme. 


With respect to the second sentence in the second paragraph on page 3 
(DOC-US-78-13-D3), which stated that "All students must demonstrate 
proficiency in English composition and a second language upon admission 
Prof. Whitelaw suggested that this should be changed to read " ... upon 
admission to the College, 
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Both Dr. Wall and Prof. Krantz agreed that the sentence meant "admission 
to the College". 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that if the Liberal Arts Major was going to be 
listed in Accueil, it would have to be accompanied by a series of statements 
such as: a) students do not apply to the Liberal Arts College in the first 
instance; b) if they ultimately do apply, they must have a '"B" average; and 
c) they were expected to have competence in English and a second 
language. He advised also that the present practice was that when new 
programmes were being proposed, the expectation was that the admission 
requirements be specified, particularly if the programme was not in an 
already existing area. 


It was suggested that insofar as Accueil was concerned, the appropriate 
profile for the Liberal Arts Major was the "zero" profile, followed by a 
series of statements such as those proposed by Prof. Whitelaw. 


The feeling was expressed that from the discussion so far, it seemed that the 
question of an appropriate statement for Accueil was more complex than 
was the case for ordinary Majors and it was suggested that we not try to 
solve that question but rather, when the Liberal Arts College has discussed 
and formulated the profile, which may not be an existing profile, that 
U.C.C.C. be again involved. 


Prof. Bordan stated that he sensed that the discussion had almost resolved 
the issue, except for the final set of words and if the suggestion that 
U.C.C.C., and in particular Prof. Whitelaw and 


Prof. Giguere, because of his C.L.E.S.E.C. role, could either be consulted 
or given the responsibility to provide the text, was acceptable, then the issue 
would be off the table and Senate could return to the main debate . 


Prof. Whitelaw pointed out that the second recommendation from 
U.C.C.C. (item D.2, document US-78-13-DO was in fact that "these 
clarifications be submitted to the Committees as soon as possible." 


Prof. Bordan stated that he wished to make it clear that what was being 
talked about was simply the mechanics of the [lecture input to ACAT] that 
there was an understanding of the issue;, and that there appeared not be a 
problem on the issue itself. The sponsors of the programme have indicated 
their willingness to help in the writing of the necessary text and in which 
case it was his understanding that that recommendation from U.C.C.C. was 
implicitly being accepted by the sponsors. 


Prof. Verthuy stated that this was the second time that curriculum from a 
unit in Division IV, has been submitted to Senate without any mechanisms 
existing for official input from any of the elements from Division IV. 


Further, Division IV was completely deprived of representation within the 
University structures; it was not represented on the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council and therefore had no input into the Arts and Science Faculty 
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Curriculum Committee; nor was there any representation of Division IV 
officially on Senate. This wa-5 a very serious problem and a debate was 
presently going on in the Arts and Science Faculty Council about the kind of 
representation Division IV was going to have, without that Division being 
consulted. 


She stated that her concern was the curriculum was being brought forward, 
nominally from the Arts and Science Faculty, but in fact having been 
approved only by Divisions I, II, and II, in that Faculty. Again, she argued 
that Division IV was totally deprived of access to input to any of the 
decision-making instances in the University and that the document now 
being discussed by Senate (DOC-US-78-13-D3) was not coming from Arts 
and Science, but rather from Divisions I, II, and III. 


Dr. Breen advised that what presently existed was an Interim Faculty 
Council which was approved by Senate and which was charged with the 
responsibility of vetting all curricular matters until the permanent Faculty 
Council was established. The Council was now in the process of discussing 
the constitution of the permanent Arts and Science Faculty Council and a 
recommendation would soon be presented, and hopefully the permanent 
Council would be constituted in such a way that there would be Division IV 
representation. 


Again, Prof. Verthuy stated that while it was understood that discussions 
about representation from Division IV were presently going on in Arts and 
Science, those discussions were taking place without Division IV being 
officially informed, nor being included in the discussion on the shape of 
their representation. . She claimed. that this was totally undemocratic. 


Dean Akin stated that since the Chair has not ruled the debate out of order, 
he wished to point out that there was no Division IV, but rather it was a 
figment of the Provost's imagination. He wondered when Senate had, in 
fact, constituted Division IV, and he stated that the answer to that question 
was that it has not and he felt therefore, that any discussion about Division 
IV was out of order. 


Dr. Wall advised that Senate had in fact approved Division IV and he was 
quite prepared to quote the line and verse to Dean Akin after the meeting, if 
he really wished to see it. 


Prof. Bordan advised that document US-78-13-D3 was legally before 
Senate having coming from the only body which has the legal right to send 
it forward, namely the Arts and Science Faculty Council. The problem of 
the organization within Arts and Science was not before Senate at this point 
and was properly the business of the Faculty of Arts and Science itself. He 
suggested therefore, that rather than getting technical with a ruling from the 
Chair, Senate ought to move on to the debate that we started with. 


Prof. Tittler stated that there were two areas in the proposed Liberal Arts 
College curriculum (DOC-US-78-13-D3), which in his view might 
somewhat inhibit the ability of the Liberal Arts College to make the very 


important contribution to Concordia University which it was capable of 
doing. 


The first was the proposal for a Major degree to be given under the aegis of 
the Liberal Arts College and the second was the question of exclusivity in 
admission to College courses. 


He advised that he was aware of the fact that there were programmes in Arts 
and Science which were not in departments but which gave degrees under 
their own name and he was also aware that the number of students who 
participate in such programmes was limited. While he was not inclined to 
think that that was necessarily a good thing, what was most relevant insofar 
as the proposal before Senate was concerned, was that the idea of giving a 
degree, although only a Major degree, was somewhat contrary to the 
original notion of what "colleges" were supposed to do. It seemed to him 
that the original concept of the "smaller units" was to create something 
different, both within Concordia and in the Quebec university context, and 
something that would have the effect of bringing into the University and 
into the departments and existing programmes students who ordinarily 
would not come. It was his feeling that departments such as History, 
English, Classics, Philosophy and the Humanities' departments in general, 
were cheered by this because they could use that kind of infusion of 
students from outside. However, in his view the proposal was likely to do 
quite the opposite and would therefore undermine that original intention. 


He argued that if the Liberal Arts College w4re able. to give. its own Major 
under its own name, it would take many of the students now enrolled in 
Majors, Honours, and Specialization programmes in History, English, 
Classics Philosophy, etc., away from those departments. He felt that many 
of those students would do a Major in Liberal Arts and by definition would 
therefore not do a Major in the existing departments. In his mind this was 
not necessarily in the best interest of students, because-someone who has a 
degree only in Liberal Arts may be somewhat handicapped after graduation. 
Also, it certainly would not be in the best interest of the departments which 
he mentioned. 


Prof. Tittler advised that in recent days he has discussed the particular 
issues with the chairmen of the departments referred to, including the 
chairman of his own department, and he has found considerable unanimity 
among them, that although they are in favor of the Liberal Arts College and 
in cross-listing courses with the College, they view the Major in Liberal 
Arts as an unwelcome competitor and contrary to the original spirit in which 
"colleges" were conceived. 


In response to the above observation and encouraged by Prof. Krantz's 
feeling, expressed earlier, that this was not essential to the Liberal Arts 
College programme, he proposed to move that the references in the proposal 
to the Major in Liberal Arts (DOC-US-78-13-D3) be deleted. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TITTLER, SECONDED 
BY MR. CANNON, THAT THE REFERENCE TO THE MAJOR IN 


LIBERAL ARTS IN THE LAST SENTENCE ON PAGE 7 
(DOC-US-78-13-D3) AND THE LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE - MAJOR 
PROGRAMME, PAGE 10 (DOC-US-78-13-D3), BE DELETED. 


Dr. Wall advised that the approval of the document (DOC-US-78-13-D3) at 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council, was unanimous. He stated that 
including Prof. Tittler, every single department represented in the Council, 
which Prof. Tittler has advised were now having second thoughts, in fact 
voted to approve the entire document, including the Major in Liberal Arts. 


On a point of personal privilege, Prof. Tittler stated that he did not believe 
that that vote, nor the abstentions to the vote, were counted and if they were 
he would like to see them recorded in the minutes of that meeting. 


Dr. Wall responded that he was present when the vote was taken and 
although he did not know the abstentions, his interpretation was that 
everyone who voted, voted for the motion. 


He further advised that insofar as the original spirit in which Senate 
approved "colleges" was concerned, everyone had their own interpretation 
as to what a "college" was, and he has had to deal with that for the past 
eighteen months. He stated that he thought that Prof. Tittler's version and 
his version were quite different, and his own version was probably different 
from that of other people involved in the various "smaller units". 


He emphasized that we were talking about a "college" that would probably 
admit twenty-five students per year. It was a highly selective organization, 
which perhaps would have slightly more than a total of seventy-five or 
eighty students, the overwhelming majority of whom would in fact be 
Honours students in a discipline. What we were talking about was a handful 
of students and it was ridiculous to suddenly think that this was an attempt 
to steal students from departments in massive numbers. 


Further, most of the students in the Liberal Arts College would, in all 
probability, take elective courses in those departments., In fact to say that 
those students have come to Concordia because they were attracted by the 
Liberal Arts College, is to say that they would do electives in those 
particular departments which were related to the Liberal Arts College. 
Contrary to taking students away from those departments, it would be 
adding students and unfortunately, adding only a very few students because 
it was a very small unit. 


He argued that the fact of the matter was that the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council has spoken; it has overwhelmingly supported this concept; every 
department is represented there; we were talking about a very small number 
of students, and it was not going to hurt the departments. 


Responding to a question concerning the number of students in the College, 
Dr. Wall advised that there would be a total quota of between seventy-five 
and one hundred students, and he stated that anything larger than that would 


make it impossible for the College to do what they were planning, which 
was essentially tutorial work. 


Senate was advised that the discussion at the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council centered primarily-on the problem of the Honours programme in 
Liberal Arts and it was that aspect of the document which received special 
attention. It was argued that the document has been rewritten twice since it 
left the Faculty Council and the emphasis on the Major was now quite 
heavy, even though its content is not as great as in the original document. 
That was, the emphasis on the Honours programme has been dropped from 
the document (US-78-13-D3) and a much greater emphasis that in the 
original document has now been placed on the possibility of a Major . 


It was argued that when you delete something from a document you 
automatically give new emphasis to what was left and when you delete an 
Honours in Liberal Arts, you suddenly promote what was a secondary 
matter, the Major in Liberal Arts, to a new prominence. Further, that was 
not the desire of the Liberal Arts College, but rather it was the desire of the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council which, in fact, created that situation. 


It was recalled that last year when the proposal for a Liberal Arts College 
was being discussed, it seemed to be a very different proposal in that it 
contained a lot of courses with descriptions, which were considerably more 
ambitious than what was now before Senate. At that time grave concern had 
been expressed by a number of professors on Senate about the requirements 
being placed on students in terms of being able to pass the courses and 
reservations had been expressed about what kind of students we could get 
who would be able to pass any of those courses, much less what kinds of 
professors we could get who could teach any of them. What was now 
before Senate appeared to be a modest proposal which has had an 
indigenous Honours programme deleted by the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council. 


However, given the seemingly demanding nature of the courses one was 
still a bit troubled about the requirement of a second language competence 
and also about the-earlier suggestion that this was really not such a serious 
thing because students somehow would not be able to successfully proceed 
through the courses unless they had that second language competence. 


With respect to this, it was wondered just how much variety there could be 
in passing the courses. That was, if a student had Latin as a second 

language competence, would that student be hindered and further, need that 
second language be French or could it be German, Ukrainian, or whatever. 


It was also stated that although it has been suggested that the Major was a 
very modest proposal, and indeed on the face of it, it was a very modest 
proposal and the description of what was detailed in the Major certainly 
appeared to be less ambitious than it was last year, nonetheless it was felt 
that Senate would have to have some considerable debate on what the Major 
actually meant. 


Dr. Wall explained that what was before Senate was a series of course 
descriptions and what had been previously presented to Senate was a 
document that people had spent a great number of hours working on in an 
attempt to give Senate an honest evaluation of just what the courses would 
be like. It was, in fact, a sample syllabus of the kinds of work that would be 
done in the courses. What was now being presented was the course 
descriptions and the work on the syllabus goes on and a good deal of work 
remained to be done to fill in the bare bones of the course descriptions. He 
emphasized that there has been no diluting of the particular proposal and it 
was still a very ambitious programme. 


Prof. Krantz explained that when the dossier on the Liberal Arts College 
was presented to Senate last year, the people who had worked on it had 
sought to give examples of the reach of what they were trying to 
accomplish. That was, the courses were described, with a list of titles 
appended which were an initial approximation of the kinds of things that 
would be done in the particular course and the quality of material that would 
be studied. There was a misconstrual last year that every title that appeared 
was going to be assigned and the attempt to explain this may not have been 
too successful. Members of the Liberal Arts College were quite cognizant of 
the problem of a reasonable amount of work in the courses and of making 
them manageable. He stated that what was now before Senate did not 
represent a watering down of the courses and that the quality of the 
programme and the kinds of demands the College hoped to make on its 
students remained in place. Also, he felt that the people in the College 
perhaps had a different perception than what was being expressed, of the 
capacity of both the faculty and students. 


He further stated that in Senate and in Faculty Councils, we have heard a 
great deal about the quality of education; that committees have been 
established in the University to look into the problem of illiteracy; and that 
there have been woeful complaints about the lack of seriousness in second 
language education; and he argued that the Liberal Arts College was seeking 
to make good on some of the highest ideals that have been articulated in the 
Faculty and in the University. 


He pointed out that there was an Honours dimension in the original 
proposal approved by Senate last Spring but that dimension was removed in 
the debate at the Arts and Science Faculty Council. He felt that that 
dimension was lost in Council because some people were fearful for one 
reason or another that the College would become another department which 
would take students away from existing departments. Now there was a 
move to take away the Major programme, obviously based on the fear that if 
there was a Major in Liberal Arts it would take Major students away from 
departments. He emphasized that the College was a resource for the whole 
Institution and for the Faculty of Arts and Science, in that it hoped to attract 
students to ' Concordia who might otherwise have gone elsewhere. Also, 
the College was not a threat to anyone; it wished to have a relatively small 
number of students; and it wanted basically-to provide students to 
departments. 


He further stated that the College was attempting to do a fine but very small 
thing, but it was something that it could not do on its own and would need 
help from the departments on which it would have to depend for staff. 


With respect to the Major in Liberal Arts, Prof. Tittler affirmed that his 
department Chairman had expressed to him this morning, before witnesses, 
that he was not in favor of the Liberal Arts College giving a major under its 
own name. 


Concern was expressed over what appeared to be an enormous range of 
differences in the relationship of "colleges" to courses, it being argued that 
the Liberal Arts College was allowed a generous set-up in order to do a 
preparatory year this year which was not available to the same extent to 
other "colleges". Secondly, the Liberal Arts College was allowed an 
enormous number of "core" courses which they would establish and run 
themselves, which no other "college" has Breen allowed to the same extent. 
Finally, while many People eventually might be in favor of a Major in 
Liberal Arts, it was felt that the whole question of "colleges" giving Majors 
ought to be discussed globally rather than piecemeal. 


Responding to a question concerning the reaction of various departmental 
chairmen, Prof. Krantz advised that the Chairman of his department has 
indicated to him that he was prepared to cooperate with the College in all 
possible ways, including cooperation at the Honours level, so that students 
in the Liberal Arts College may follow an Honours programme in the 
History Department. He also quoted from a letter from the Chairman of the 
Education Department which stated: "Thus, in general the Department of 
Education is disposed to cooperate in the counselling of joint students and in 
the management of joint Programmes. Any specific proposals for 
cooperation, of course, await further discussion. We wish you the best of 
luck with the Liberal Arts College". The same was true with the Deans of 
the various Faculties with whom he has also spoken. 


In terms of Honours programmes, Prof. Krantz advised that in speaking 
.7ith department chairmen it was understood that detailed modalities would 
have to be worked out and certain Honours programmes would have to be 
vetted through the Honours Committee, etc. Also, while there were no 
problems insofar as Major programmes were concerned, in terms of 
Honours, the only department in which there was a specified difficulty was 
the English Department because that programme required ten courses in 
English. However, he has discussed with the Chairman the possibility of 
substituting the two-year sequence of Modes of Expression (LBCL C292 
and LBCL C393) for two English courses. Similarly, chairmen and 
curriculum advisors in other departments, including the Departments of 
Psychology, Mathematics, Sociology, Theology, Religion, etc., were in 
fact giving serious thought to the question of how to make possible 
cooperation with the seven-course core. 


He stated also that he did not think that the lack of core course curriculum in 
other "colleges" was the result of favouritism on the part of anyone. The 
Liberal Arts College came up with this particular kind of programme and 


established a core and he did not think that the College should be punished 
for that. There may be other "colleges" which might develop core 
programmes, which would be judged on their own merits, as he had 
thought the Liberal Arts College had been judged, first last Spring when 
Senate gave its in principle approval and then at every level of the 
University until today. 


Prof. Tittler agreed that the letter from the Chairman of the Department of 
Education which Prof. Krantz had -read, supported the Liberal Arts College 
in what it was trying to do. However, he pointed out that that letter spoke 
specifically of joint programmes and did not speak of a Major in the Liberal 
Arts College without any other degree affiliation and that was what his 
Chairman and the Chairmen of the Departments of Classics and English 
object to. While one definitely could see a need for the Liberal Arts College 
and one recognized that this was a valuable attribute, he did not think it was 
in the interest of the Faculty or the Liberal Arts College to give a degree 
under its own name, nor did he feel that the Chairmen of the Department of 
Education and the three chairmen that he had cited, had given their approval 
to that. 


He felt that the explanation for the above went back to the debate at the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council. There were two amendments in that debate, to 
the total package presented to the Council. The package included reference 
to a Liberal Arts College Honours Degree and a Liberal Arts College Bacc. 
Specialisé, as well as a Liberal Arts College Major and as has already been 
mentioned, the debate centered on the Honours Degree and on the Bacc. 
Specialisé. It was a lengthy debate and one which resulted in the Honours 
and Bacc. Specialisé programmes of the Liberal Arts College being defeated 
rather decisively. He recalled that the Chair then asked whether the 
programme that remained would be approved and it was approved, partly, 
he felt, out of a sense of weariness and partly because it was not specifically 
focused at that point on the Major itself. That was why we now see a 
truncated version of the original proposal which was submitted to the. Arts 
and Science Faculty Council by the Liberal Arts College, without an 
Honours Degree or a Specialization, but with a Major. 


He expressed the feeling that the Departmental Chairmen as well as many 
Senators, have been assuming all along that all L.A.C. programmes would 
be linked to a departmental Major, Honours, or Specialization. He felt that 
that was the impression in Senate last year in the debate; that it was the 
impression in the University community at this point; and that it was also 
the impression which was current even in the minds of people in the debate 
in the Arts-and Science Faculty Council. He argued that that impression was 
not accurate because we were now being asked to do something which was 
new. That was, we were now being asked to approve a degree without 
necessary linkage to an existing department programme and it was that to 
which department chairmen object. 


Dr. Wall argued that what Prof. Tittler was asking of Senate was for Senate 
to interpret the vote at the Faculty Council as he in fact has interpreted it. 
The fact of the matter was that Council voted to approve a Major in Liberal 


Arts and it did so without dissent. While it was quite correct to say that the 
debate centered on the L.A.C. Honours programme, nonetheless when the 
vote was finally taken and the Honours programme was defeated, the Chair, 
putting the question on the total package, clearly pointed out to every 
member of Council who was present, that in voting yes to the question, 
they would be voting for a Major and that in fact was what Council voted, 
and it did so without dissent, including representatives from every 
department in the Arts and Science Faculty Council, including many of the 
department chairmen. 


Dr. Breen advised that he had chaired the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
meeting and that the interpretation given by Dr. Wall was completely 
accurate and it had been made quite clear by the Chair that councillors, in 
voting yes to the question, would be approving the Liberal Arts Major. 


It was stated that one did not really know whether the discussion related to 
the long range goals for the good of the University itself or whether we 
were arguing for short run protectionistic measures for either the existing 
departments or the Liberal Arts College. It was also wondered whether the 
concept of the Liberal Arts College was one of an experimental nature or 
was It accepted as a permanent concept. It was argued that if it re 
experimental, it would be wise to limit the scope in the experiment. 
However, if it were a permanent concept it would not be fair t' 0 restrict or 
inhibit its development. Rather, we should allow the marketplace to be the 
judge, because that was where the final decision would be made, based on 
whether or not the students accept it. 


Prof. Krantz explained that in talking to every department, chairmen he had 
carefully run, down the structure of the College (prior to the loss of the 
Honours structure),in which there were three elements. 


The primary element of the College was the L.A.C. department Honours, in 
which the students would take the core curriculum and move into an 
Honours programme in a department, and would be subject to all of the 
Honours requirements of that department. 


Secondly, prior to the Arts and Science Faculty Council meeting, an 
Honours programme in the College had been envisioned for a small number 
of very outstanding students, which would mix the core curriculum with a 
number of tutorials and advanced work in departmental seminars. The third 
element, for a very small number of students, was the Major. 


It was suggested that perhaps a lot of the discussion might be clarified by 
separating the aspects of form and substance. Insofar as substance was 
concerned, the feeling was expressed that no one could do other than praise 
the excellent work done and excellent expression of the ideals of the Liberal 
Arts College that have been made. Indeed, from reading the document 
(DOC-US-78-13-D3), it was a most admirable endeavor. 


Concerning the form of the Liberal Arts College, it was wondered whether 
Senate at any time had provided for the possibility of a Major which would 


be related to a "college", as opposed to a department. It was also wondered 
whether it would really distract from the substance of what was being 
attempted in the Liberal Arts College, if the Major was deleted. Finally, it 
was wondered whether it would be possible to append some mention on the 
degree or diploma, to give credit in a tangible fashion to students who have 
followed through the Liberal Arts College curriculum, without actually 
appending the title of Major. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that insofar as he was aware, provision has not yet 
been made for the type of programme being discussed. If the proposal for a 
Major in Liberal Arts was approved, it would be not because it would fit 
into a slot that has already been provided to be filled in due course, but 
rather, it would be a new decision for a new programme structure of this 
particular kind. 


In light of the above, the concern was expressed that Senate now finds 
itself, in fact, deciding on two questions at the same time. That was, Senate 
would have to discuss the implications of introducing this new form, as 
well as the implications of introducing that form for the Liberal Arts 
College. The feeling was also expressed that there was a certain inherent 
unfairness to the Liberal Arts College to ask it to take the brunt of the 
structural question, and the Liberal Arts College now finds itself defending 
both the question of structure and its own wish to apply that structure. 


Dr. Wall stated that last Spring Senate debated these very issues at some 
length, and while he was not sure that they were entirely resolved, he did 
not think that anyone should be taken by surprise that the Liberal Arts 
College wanted to introduce degrees that would be offered within the 
College. Also, he agreed that there were no provisions for a slot for a 
degree offered in a "college", but neither was it precluded by the debate. 
What was being precipitated here was the first request by a "smaller unit" 
for permission to offer a major within the College itself. He suspected there 
would be other requests, not necessarily for a major programme as such, 
but certainly for core programmes and he felt, therefore, that the issue 
would have to be resolved now. 


It was argued that Senate made it quite clear last year that these "colleges" 
were not to grant degrees. There was no debate about that but there might 
very well have to be one. Also, it was unfortunate that the Liberal Arts 
College was getting stuck with what turns out to be a general debate on 
whether or not "colleges" could have major or honours programmes. 


Also, Senate should not make piecemeal decisions and if Senate says yes to 
the Liberal Arts Major, the other "smaller units" would very quickly 
follow-suit. It was further argued that there were certain difficulties of a 
very general nature being raised by this debate and it was suggested that, 
since it has been stated that the Major in Liberal Arts was a secondary issue 
to the Liberal Arts College for the moment, Senate should simply pass the 
amendment, eliminating the Major for the time Being from the programme, 
and pass the rest of the programme. 


Prof. Krantz advised that he had not stated that the Major was a secondary 
aspect of the programme but rather, that it was a provision for a relatively 
small number of students. For these few students, the Major was an 
important potential option and he emphasized that the College hoped and 
wanted to be able to exercise this option. He disagreed with the opinion that 
last year Senate had clearly stated that "colleges" shall not grant degrees and 
those who thought otherwise did not understand the dossier presented to 
Senate, which contained both an Honours degree and a Major degree. 


He stated that if everyone was so fervently supporting the Liberal Arts 
College, as seemed to be the case, and if Senators had confidence and trust 
in the members of the College, then he would urge Senate to allow the 
College to have the Major in Liberal Arts. 


With respect to the response from department chairmen in Arts and Science 
concerning the Liberal Arts Major, the feeling was expressed that their 
reaction would depend on how it was presented to them. If the Major was 
presented to them as it has been at Senate today, and at two meetings of 
U.C.C.C., one would be surprised that the chairmen would have objected 
to it. The programme has been presented today as a limited enrolment 
programme, with the emphasis on getting the Liberal Arts students into 
departmental Major and Honours programmes and that there may be a few 
students who did not quite fit that path who would take the Liberal Arts 
Major. What we were talking about was perhaps only ten students per year 
and possibly as few as five students, and Senate should keep that 
perspective in mind. 


It was also stated that one was uncomfortable with programmes that did not 
allow students the option of changing their Major at the end of their first 
year in University, and it was argued that the mathematical dimension of the 
curriculum was such that the only way that a student in the Liberal Arts 
College, who wished to continue in the College could possibly switch his 
departmental Major at the end of his first year, was by finding another 
departmental Major which consisted of only thirty-six credits. Last year a 
response to this would have been that the student could take a double 
Minor, but it was pointed out that it was no longer possible in the Faculty of 
Arts and Science to do that. Therefore, one important use of the Liberal Arts 
Major would be for students, who decide, against their first choice 
departmental Major after completing their first year; it was one way that 
such students could choose subjects from several areas and still graduate. 


The feeling was expressed that the Liberal Arts Major represented an attempt 
to provide within the University degree structure, which requires students to 
have at least a Major, a way for such students to take something which 
would allow them to receive a degree. It was stated that considering that the 
programme was one that would have to be worked out individually with 
each student and considering the core courses themselves, it would be very 
difficult to argue in certain cases that it would not be a good education. 


It was stated that enough structural complications have been raised in the 
debate to make it extremely difficult for one to vote in favor of the Liberal 
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Arts Major, while at the same time one did not want to vote against it. 
However, it was suggested that consideration of the Major in the Liberal 
Arts College might be suspended until such time as Senate had clarified the 
structural question. That would allow Senate to approve the document 
(DOC-US-78-13-D3) without stomping all over the Major until we have 
decided exactly where it would fit into the programme. 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FANCOTT, 
SECONDED BY PROF. BHATNAGAR, THAT CONSIDERATION OF 
THE MAJOR IN LIBERAL ARTS BE SUSPENDED UNTIL SUCH 
TIME AS SENATE HAS PRONOUNCED ITSELF ON THE GENERAL 
QUESTION OF "SMALLER UNITS" BEINGABLE TO OFFER THEIR 
OWN PROGRAMMES. 


Prof. Krantz stated that the sub-amendment was a nice way of avoiding the 
problem, but he advised that he did not really want the problem to be 
avoided and he would prefer Senate to make a clear decision on the matter 
now. He further advised that College representatives have been talking to 
students in the C.E.G.E.P.s about the Liberal Arts College programme and 
members of the College have been seriously talking about this programme 
since approval in principle by Senate last Spring and he believed that the 
College had done everything that it had been asked to do, before coming 
back to Senate for final approval. 


It was stated that when Senate approved the Liberal Arts College "in 
principle" last year, it did so leaving aside the question of whether or not the 
Liberal Arts College could offer its own Honours, Specialization, or Major 
programmes. 


THE QUESTION WAS CALLED. 


A VOTE TO PUT THE QUESTION ON THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS 
TAKEN AND WAS CARRIED. 


- THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED - 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Prof. Krantz asked that it be recorded in the Minutes, that the proposed 
College structure, (DOC-US-78-13-D3), which came to Senate from the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council, having been approved generally by 
U.C.C.C., has been voted down in Senate by two votes, with a large 
number of abstentions. 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


It was stated that one would not like to see the idea of a Major in the Liberal 
Arts College go by the board, without consideration being given to the 
whole concept of whether "colleges" should or should not offer Majors, etc. 


It was proposed that Senate, at its next meeting, discuss the idea of whether 
"colleges" should or should not offer Majors, Honours, Specializations, 
etc. 


It was suggested that rather than having a specific motion at this point on the 
above, it would be preferable to have Steering Committee take note of the 
concern being expressed. 


With respect to the question of whether or not the Liberal Arts College 
should be allowed to offer a Major, or the general question of whether 
"colleges" should be allowed to offer Majors, Honours, Specializations 
etc., it was argued that most of the debate on these questions should take 
place at the Arts and Science Faculty Council and these questions should be 
debated thoroughly at the Arts and Science Faculty Council and a 
recommendation come directly to Senate, without the matter being referred 
to any special committee. 


It was stated that the question had already been debated at the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council and that Council had voted, in fact, to approve the 
Major in Liberal Arts. It was also argued that it was quite correct to say that 
the "colleges" were not represented on the Interim Arts and Science Faculty 
Council, but that Senate foresaw that when it created the Interim Council 
and gave the original jurisdiction on the question of "colleges" to itself, 
through the Senate Committee on "colleges". Further, the people involved 
in the "colleges" were not represented on Council, and in that sense, the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council was not the appropriate place for the 
question to be debated. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the question that has been posed was an obvious 
one, but he felt that Senate was rather badly placed to know at this moment 
exactly where the question should be clarified or indeed whether it was 
useful to pursue it. 


If it was indeed true that no other "college" ever at any time was going to 
ask for its own programmes, it might well be a nil question. However, Dr. 
O'Brien stated that he has always found it difficult to depend on that kind of 
thing sticking indefinitely. He was inclined rather, to formally turn the 
question over to the Steering Committee and to propose that Dr. Wall and 
the Committee on "colleges" consider the item and inform the Steering 
Committee on their view as to what the best way to proceed might be. While 
it might well be appropriate that the question be placed before Senate for 
debate, nonetheless, it would be better for it to come up at Senate on the 
basis of a precise document that was not too long. Between the Steering 
Committee and the Senate Committee on "colleges", it might be possible to 
clarify whether the issue should be debated and if so, that a document be 
provided. This of course, did not exclude the possibility that the matter be 
submitted to the Arts and Science Faculty Council, but the presumption 
would be that one way or another the issue would come back to Senate. 


It was agreed that the matter be dealt with in the manner proposed by Dr. 
O'Brien. 
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With respect to the Language requirements in the Liberal Arts College, Mr. 
Adams, the University Registrar, pointed out that it had been indicated 
earlier that it was anticipated that at the point of graduation, the Liberal Arts 
College would indicate whether or not a potential candidate had met those 
language requirements. However, he felt it should be spelled out exactly 
what the requirements were, otherwise, he feared that we could end up with 
a situation whereby a candidate for degree who had been turned down by 
the Liberal Arts College would be approved by the Faculty Council. 


The feeling was expressed that while there was no specific motion on the 
matter, it seemed to be the consensus that the Provost and the members of 
the Liberal Arts College would provide U.C.C.C. with the necessary 
statements to clear up the technical questions with respect to admissions, 
etc. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE PROVOST PROVIDE U.C.C.C. WITH 
THE EXACT WORDING OF THE STATEMENTS ON ADMISSION 
REQUIREMENTS TO BE PUBLISHED IN BROCHURES, THE 
CALENDAR, AND ACCUEIL, AND THAT U.C.C.C. BE GIVEN THE 
AUTHORITY TO APPROVE THESE IN FINAL FORM. 


Responding to a question concerning the last sentence in the second 
paragraph, on page 4 (DOC-US-78-13-D3), relating to a "Distinguished 
Visiting Fellow", Dr. Breen advised that there was a reference to this in the 
original document presented to Senate last year. With respect to any motions 
that have been passed regarding the Liberal Arts College, he wished to make 
it quite clear that in no way did this mean that there would be a distinguished 
scholar in residence in the College each year. While there was nothing to 
prevent the Liberal Arts College from seeking from the administration the 
authorization in any particular year for a visiting scholar, or as a result of 
collaboration between the College and a department, to fill a vacancy to have 
a visiting scholar, he emphasized that in no way was there any commitment 
whatsoever being given by the administration. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Again, Mr. Adams expressed concern over the English and second language 
requirements. 


It was explained that in effect the question was whether or not the 
requirement for English and/or a second language were admission 
requirements and the consensus in the discussion seemed to be that they 
were not "sine qua non " types of admission requirements, even though 
they would be stated as such. Rather they would be the type that could be 
waived under special circumstances by the admissions committee of the 
College, with a proviso that such students would thereafter have to make up 
the perceived deficiencies in English and/or the second language, prior to 
graduation. The concern was how this was to be verified and what the 
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mechanisms would be to advise the Registrar that the requirements have 
been met. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if the English and/or second language requirements 
were indeed part of the admissions requirements, albeit a special and 
different part of them, then these questions would be included under the 
previous motion, but it would be up to U.C.C.C., in considering all of the 
aspects, to nail down the wording that would make the process operational. 


On the other hand, if these requirements were not part of the admissions 
requirements, the problem would have to be resolved otherwise. 


Senate agreed that U.C.C.C. consider the matter of the English and/or 
second language requirements along with the general issue of admissions 
requirements. 


French Language Requirement for the B.Eng. Programme 


Prof. Giguere, in presenting the resolution from the Engineering Faculty 
Council concerning the French language requirement in the B.Eng. 
Programme (DOC-US-78-13-D6), explained that when this graduation 
requirement was introduced, the objectives were simply that it was the 
feeling of the Faculty that engineers working in the province of Quebec, and 
by extension elsewhere in Canada, should have a knowledge in their 
discipline of the second official language of the country. 


Since that time however, the objectives, which the Faculty of Engineering 
still believe in, have in a sense been taken over and superceded by Bill 101 
and by, Bill 250. 


Consequently, the requirements which had been established for all 
engineers who would be working in Quebec and who would eventually 
become members of the Order of Engineers of Quebec, was now, in a 
sense, irrelevant. 


He further advised that no matter how clearly one tried to explain in the 
Calendar and other Faculty publications, that satisfying the Faculty 
requirement did not exempt one from the requirements under Bill 101, there 
was still massive confusion among students currently enrolled in the B.Eng. 
Programme and among students in the C.E.G.E.P.s. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE FRENCH LANGUAGE REQUIREMENT FOR 
THE B.ENG. DEGREE BE REMOVED FOR ALL STUDENTS 
CURRENTLY REGISTERED IN THIS PROGRAMME, AS WELL AS 
FOR ALL NEW REGISTRANTS. 


Prof. Giguere explained that the Faculty was presently providing 
opportunities for its students to learn in French, through a variety of ways, 
which the Faculty intended to improve on in the future. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Next meeting 


78-13-15 It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held on December 
15, 1978. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that that meeting has been scheduled as an all-day 
meeting, which has been the normal practice over the past few years. 


However, the Steering Committee would decide, once it sees the agenda, 
whether or not there is enough material to warrant an all-day meeting. 


Adjournment 
78-13-16 The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


